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cannot have its 'nirnaya'. 'Niraya' alrady presupposes its
eifinition or nature and its possibility. In the absence of
these two, the 'nirnaya' will become all the more difficult
of obtaining specially as regards the adhyaksanubhava nir-
naya5

It is the pramana itself which' is the object. The odject
here is 'adhyasa' which is defined as "anyasyanyamana ava-
bhasah' (one appearing on having the nature of another).
Only after 'atma sakshatkara every thing becomes ^asambha-
vita3; till then everything must be 'sambhavita* (possible)*
The pramana in establishing adhyasa also establishes that
adhyasa has a conceivable form having its own place, time
and upadhi and that it has also its specific and unique form.
Then why should there be a separate discussion on the defi-
nition and possiblity of adhyasa ?

But inference and other pramanas give us the valid
cognition of an object. Later on we enquire about the nat-
ure and possibility of that object. This h generally the case.
Why can't we say that the same is the case with adhyasa
also ?

To this the objector replies that it is very difficult to
have such a later enquiry which can specify it and distin-
guish it as unique.

Reply : That the arceiving self is apprehended as
having the nature of the perceived, is found. This much o^
pramana is given later on.

Further, Avidya is that which is dispelled by know-
ledge :, bhranti has only 'Pratibhasa matra sarira' (having
only the form of appearance). Adhyasa involves the unity of